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The present dissertation deals eith a Review of the taxonomic status of some 
hidian Eulophinae (Hymenoptera: Chalcidoidea: Eulophidae). 
The subfamily Eulophinae is represented in India by nearly 60 described species, 
but ihc taxonomic identities of 31 species are not well known. However, types of only 8 
species are available in the collections of the Department of Zoology, A.M.U., Aligarh, 
and these were examined, and commented upon. The remaining types could not be 
located in our National Collections. 
Based on this study, the author proposes the following new combinations and 
synonyms: Eiipleclnts narariae (Kurian), from Secocles; Enrycephalopleclnis iiaiadae 
(Kurian), from Euclenis; Slenoineshts singularis (Shafee & Rizvi), from Hemiptarsenus; 
Ileniipicirseniis brevipedicelhis Shafee & Rizvi, a new synonym of //. vuricurnis 
(Girault); Hemiptarsenus aligarhensis Shefee & Rizvi, a new synonym of 
Nulanisonwrphella fkiviveniris (Girault); Hemiplarsemis agraensis Shafee & Rizvi, a 
new synonym of Slenomesiiisjaponinis (Ashmead). 
The present study is supported by 23 illustrations. 
INTRODUCTION 
Chalcidoidea is one of the largest superfamily of the order Hymenoptera. 
Chalcidoids are found in all zoogeographical regions and in all habitats from equatorial 
forests to the northernmost tundra, from deserts to ponds. Despite their omnipresence 
they remain one of the poorest known groups of parasitic Hj-menoptera, because of their 
small size and difficulties encountered in their collection. 
Most chalcidoids are parasitoids or hyperparasitoids of the immature stages of 
insects of 12 orders. Because of their parasitic habits, these insects play a role in keeping 
insects pest populations under check in their natural habitats, and are extensively used in 
Classical Biological Control Programmes. 
Taxonomic studies on chalcidoids, especially Eulophidae, in India began very 
late, in the early parts of the twentieth century. Studies on the taxonomy of eulophids, 
however, gained impetus when their usefulness in controlling abnoxious pest species 
began to be recognized world-wide, with the result that contributions to the taxonomy of 
this family increased manifold in the last thirty years. However, compared to the fauna 
from the other zoogeographical regions of the world, the Oriental, and especially the 
Indian fauna still remains poorly represented. There are at present only about 60 genera 
and about 250 species known frorii India, forming respectively 25 % and 10 % of the 
world genera and species. 
Taxonomic research can be pursued at two levels: one is the descriptions of new 
taxa which, incidentally, is relatively the most easiest thing to pursue in taxonomy 
m 
aterial of the described species, and to place those species in their correct genera 
according to the recent generic classification of the group. 
The present author chose to pursue the second option mainly because, in the 
context of the Indian eulophid fauna, the original descriptions, in a majority of the cases, 
were found to be quite inadequate to recognize the described species. It is to be noted 
that studies leading to the clarification of the taxonomic positions of the Indian 
Eulophidae has already began in the Department of Zoology, and recently Hayat & Shahi 
(2004) published on the taxonomic identities of the Indian Tetrastichinae. 
Therefore, the present author has taken-up study of the available types of species 
of the subfamily Eulophinae. Unfortunately, the location of almost all the types of the 
earlier described species could not be ascertained with certainty. The enquiries made 
from the Division of Entomology, I.A.R.I., New Delhi; Forest Research Institute, Dehra 
Dun; School of Entomology, St.John's College, Agra; and the Zoological Survey of 
India, Kolkata, have not yielded positive results; these Institutions denied the deposition 
of types in their collections. The present study is, therefore, restricted largely to the types 
available in the Department of Zoology, Aligarh Muslim University [ZDAMU], with 
comments one two species based up on their original descriptions. 
The present dissertation is divided into two main Chapters: Chapter 1 deals with 
my comments on the types (of eight) species of Eulophinae present in the ZDAMU; 
Chapter 2 presents a preliminary checklist of the Indian species of Eulophinae. Chapter 1 
is supported by 23 illustrations. Apart from providing comments on the types, the author 
has also included additional material of some species available in Hayat collection in the 
Department of Zoology. 
MATERIAL AND METHODS 
Material studied : 
The present dissertation is concerned witii a review of the already described 
species of the Eulophinae, and as such does not involve descriptions of new species. To 
this end, he author studied all types of Eulophinae species available in the Department of 
Zoology, A.M .U., Aligarh. 
Methodology : 
Type specimens were identified to genus with the help of generic keys to the 
Eulophidae by Boucek (1988), and Schauff e/ al. (1997). 
Drawings of required parts were made with the help of a drawing tube attached to 
a compound microscope. 
Measurements of various slide-mounted parts were taken with the help of an 
ocular micrometer having a linear scale of 100 divisions placed in the eye-piece of a 
compound microscope. Measurements from carded specimens were taken with the help 
of an ocular micrometer (linear scale, 100 divisions) placed in one of the eye- pieces of a 
stereoscopic binocular microscope. 
CHAPTER - 1 
On the types of some Indian Eulophinae 
l.Cirrospilus brevicorpus Shafcc & Rizvi 
(Figs. 4-5) 
Cirrospilm brevicorpus Shafee &.Rizvi, 1988b: 37 - 38, ? . Holotype ? : India, 
Mathura (ZDAMU). 
Type specimen examined: 1 $, possibly a paratype, with details as noted under 
comments. 
Comments: The original description of this species was based upon 5 females, holotype 
and paratypes . 
There are no specimens labelled as this species in Shafee's collection. But there 
are 3 slides containing parts of one female that agrees fairly well with the original 
description and figures of brevicorpus. The slides have reference number '676' crossed 
out and '692' written on them. But as the specimen was presumably collected by Shafee 
[ It has the name 'S. Adam Shafee' printed on the labels ], it may or may not be part of 
the type material or most probably, a paratype. These slides are now labelled '[?] 
paratype' of brevicorpus in Hayat's handwriting . 
The head is damaged and distorted and its colour can not be determined, but the 
axillae with posterior parts and the gaster with whitish spots are more or less similar to 
those illustrated for C ambiguus Hansson & LaSalle (1996), and the later species may 
eventually prove to be a synonymn of brevicorpus . 
Hosts: Unknown. 
Distribution: India: Bihar, Kerala, Uttaranchal, Uttar Pradesh. 
Non-type specimens examined: India: Uttar Pradesh, Aligarh, 6 $, 23.vi.1984 (M. 
Hayat and S.S.Islam); 1 S, viii.1983 (S.S. Islam); 2 ?, 26.iii.1978 (M.Verma); 1 ? , 
iii.1983 (M. Hayat); 1 ? , 18.iii.l984 (M. Hayat). Uttaranchal, Dehra Dun,l $, 1978 (M. 
Verma). Bihar, Gaya, 1 ? , 4.i.l992 (S.B. Zeya). Kerala, Changaltam, 1 $, 26.ii.1993 
(S.B. Zeya and S. I. Kazmi). 
2. Cirrospilus kaiipurensis Shafee & Rizvi 
(Figs. 6-7) 
Cirrospilus kcmpurensls Shafee & Rizvi, 1988b: 36, $. Holotype ?: India, Kanpur 
(ZDAMU). 
Type specimen examined: See under comments. 
Comments: The original discription of this species was based upon a single specimen, 
the holotype. 
There is no specimen labelled as this species in Shafee's collection. But there is a 
slide with '0' written with a green glass-marking pencil. It contains one antenna and one 
fore wing which agree well with the figures of these structures given by Shafee & Rizvi. 
These are regarded as parts from the holotype, and labelled as such in Hayat's 
handwriting. The specimen, in spite of a thorough search in Shafee's collection, could 
not be located, and is probably lost. 
Hosts: Unknown . 
Distribution: India: Uttar Pradesh. 
3, Elachertiis breviclavits Chishti & Shafee (Figs. 8-11) 
Elacherius breviclavus Chishti & Shafee, 1988: 19-20, $. Holotype 9: India, Aligarh 
(ZDAMU). 
Type specimen examined: Holotype $, with details as given under comments. 
Comments: The original description of this species was based upon a single female 
specimen, the holotype. 
There is no specimen bearing this name in Shafee's collection. But there is a 
specimen mounted on two slides that agrees fairly well with the original description and 
figures of the species. One slide has one antenna and a fore wing under a large coverslip, 
and rest of the body (dissected) is in a drop of balsam on the second slide. These slides 
bear only refrence number '708'. This specimen is regarded as the holotype and labelled 
as such in Hayat's handwriting . 
Hosts: Unknown. 
Distribution: India: Uttar Pradesh. 
4. Euplectnis latifrons Shafec, Fatma, Khan & Shujauddin 
(Figs. 12-14) 
Euplecirus latifrons Shafee, Fatma, Khan & Shujauddin, 1984: 618 - 620, $. 
Holotype $: India, Andaman & Nicobar Islands, Port Blair (ZDAMU). 
Type specimen examined: Holotype $, with details as given under comments. 
Comments: The original description of this species was based upon a single female, the 
holotype. 
There is a slide bearing this name and reference number '687B', containing one 
antenna and a fore wing under a large coverslip. The body was found in alcohol in a vial 
(along with the body of Peciiobim infuscatipennis) whose stopper has the number '687'. 
This specimen is now mounted on a card, and labelled as holotype in Hayat's hand 
writing. E . latifrons is apparently very closely related to £ . atrafacies Wijesekara & 
Schauff(1994). 
Hosts: Unknown. 
Distribution: India: Andaman & Nicobar Islands. 
5. Euplectrus nararhic (Kurian), comb. nov. 
Secodes mirariae Kurian, 1954: 123-126, ? . Holotype ? : India, Appanappalli(?) 
(Kurian): Husain & Khan, 1986: 227. 
Comments: The type depository of this species is not known. This species is transferred 
to Euplectrus on the basis of the original description and especially the long hind tibial 
spurs illustrated by Kurian (1954). It was transferred to Omphale by Husain & Khan 
(1986) mainly because narariae was described in a genus which is a synonym of 
Omphale. 
Host: Nat add nararia 
Distribution: India. 
6. Eiirycephaloplectrus natiulae (Kurian), comb. nov. 
Eudcrus natadae Kurian, 1954: 126-128, $. Holotype $: India, Tatipaka. 
Comments: The type depository of this species is not known. This species is transferred 
to Euiycc'phaloplectrus Wijesekara & Schauff (1997) on the basis of the original 
description and figures given by Kurian (1954). 
Host: Nalada nararia 
Distribution: India. 
7. Hemiptarseitus varicontis (Girault) 
(Figs. 1-3) 
Hemiptarsenus brevipedicdlus Shafee & Rizvi, 1988a: 14, $. Holotype ? : India, 
Aligarh (ZDAMU). SYN. NOV. 
Boucek (1988) should be consulted for further synonyms, and records of this 
species from India and elsewhere. 
Type specimen examined: Probable Holotype ?, with details as given under comments. 
Comments: The original description of this species was based upon a single female, the 
Holotype. 
There is no specimen bearing this name in Shafee's collection. But there is a 
specimen dissected and mounted on two slides; one slide with one fore wing under a 
large coverslip; and the dissected parts in a drop of balsam on the second slide. These 
slides have reference number '677' crossed-out, and number '693' written on them. I 
have now put a coverslip on these body parts. This specimen agrees well and with the 
original description, and may be the Holotype. But the slides have the name 'S. Adam 
Shafee' printed on the lebels, whereas the Holotype of this species was collected by S. 
Rizvi. 
Neither the original description and figures nor the specimen studied show any 
character to 1 bravipedicelhis from varicornis and hence the above synonymy. 
Host.s: Unknown. 
Distribution: India: Widely distributed. 
Non-type specimens examined: hidia: Uttar Pradesh, Aligurh, 5 ^, \ S, x-xii.l979; 2 
$,31.iii.l985; 1 ?, Il.vii.l984; 1(5 ,^ ix. 1992 (all M.Hayat); 1 $, .23.ii.1979 (M. Hayat 
& M. Verma); 1 S, vii.1984 (M. Hayat & S.S. Islam); 1 ?, 16.iii.l978 (M. Verma); 1 <^, 
12.iii.l978 (M. Verma); 1 ?, 2 ( ,^ ix-x.l991 (S. B. Zeya). Uttaranchal, Mussoorie, 1 $, 
ii-iv.l978 (M. Verma); Dehra Dun, 3 ?, 1 ( ,^ 8.iv.l978 (M. Verma). Pondicherry, 1 ?, 
17-I8.ii.I993 (S.B. Zeya & S.I. Kazmi). Andhra Pradesh, Chebrolu, 2 ? , 12.ii.l993 
(S.B. Zeya & S.I. Kazmi). 
8. Notiinlsomorphella Jlaviveiitris ( Girault) 
(Figs. 15-17) 
Hemipiarsemis aligarhensis Shafee & Rizvi, 1988 a: 15, ? . Holotype $: India, 
Aligarh (ZDAMU). SYN. NOV. 
Boucek (1988: 627 - 628, figure 1084) should be consulted for details on this 
species. He recorded this species from India (Aligarh, Bannerghatta, Coimbatore, Dehra 
Dun, Mudigere). 
Type specimen examined: Holotype $, with details as noted under comments. 
Comments: The original description of this species was based upon a single female, the 
holotype. 
There is no specimen bearing this name in Shafee's collection. But there are two 
slides containing a dissected female. The slides have the reference number '696' crossed 
out, and '698' written in red ink. One slide has one antenna and a fore wing under a large 
coverslip; rest of the body is dissected and the dissected parts are in a drop of balsam. 
This specimen agrees fairly well with the original discription and figures, and is regarded 
as the holotype. The head, thorax and gaster are removed from the slide and mounted on 
a card. The carded parts and the slides are labelled as holotype of Hemiplarsenus 
aligarhensis in Hayat's handwriting. 
The holotype of//, aligarhensis agrees well with Notanisomorphella flavivenlris, 
and hence the above synonymy. 
Hosts: Unknown from India. 
Distribution: India: Bihar, Uttar Pradesh, Tamil Nadu, Karnataka, Uttaranchal. 
Non-type specimens examined: INDIA: Uttar Pradesh, Aligarh, 2 $, 25.vi. 1984 (M. 
Hayat); 3 9, viii.1983 (S.S. Islam); 1 $, vii.1984 (M. Hayat & S.S. Islam); 1 ? . 
12.iii.l978; 1 ? , 7.iv.l978; 1 ? , 19.viii.l979; 1 $, 26.ix.1979 (all M. Verma). Bihar, 
Gaya, Divizon, 1 $, 22.x. 1992 (S.B. Zeya). 
9. Stenomesius japonicus (Ashniead) 
(Figs. 18-21) 
Hemiptarsems agraensis Shafee & Rizvi, 1988a: 13, $. Holotype $: India, Agra 
(ZDAMU). SYN. NOV. 
Boucek (1976) should be consulted for details on this species. He has also 
proposed two other Indian species as synonyms of japonicus, namely, Euryscotolinx 
coimbalorensis Rohwer (1921) and Stenonw-sioideus ashmeadi Subba Rao & Sharma 
(1966). 
Type specimen examined: Holotype $, with details as given under comments. 
Comments: The original description of this species was based upon a single female, the 
holotype. 
There is no specimen bearing this name in Shafee's collection. But I found a 
female on a slide in a drop of balsam, with one antenna and a fore wing of this specimen 
mounted on the same slide under a large coverslip. It is labelled 'Hemiptarsenus sp. n.' 
and has reference number '760'. This specimen agrees fairly well with the original 
description and figures and is taken to be the holotype. It is now labelled as holotype of 
Hcnupiarsenus agraensis in Hayat's handwriting. 
I find no difference between this species and Stenomesius japonicus, hence the 
above synonymy. 
Hosts: Acrocercops sp.; Biloba subsecivella; Cyphosticha caendea; Heliothis 
carimgera;Oebia sp.; Polithlipta macralis; indet. leaf-miners. 
n 
Distribution: INDIA: Andhra Pradesh, Bihar, Delhi, Karnataka, Orissa, Tamil Nadu, 
Uuar Pradesh, Uttaranchal, West Bengal. 
Non-type specimens examined: INDIA: Uttar Pradesh, Aligarh, 1 ?, 27.xii.1984 (M. 
Hayat); 1 $, iii.1979 (M. Verma); 1 $, iv.l979 (M. Hayat & M. Verma); 1 ?, 9.xi.l979 
(M. Hayat & M.Verma); 1 $, vii.1984 (M. Hayat & S.S. Islam). Bihar, Gaya, 2 $, 
31.xii.l991 (S.B.Zeya);! ? , 4.i.l892 (S.B. Zeya); Gaya, Divizon, 1 ? , 24.X.1992 (S.B. 
Zeya); Rampur, Chatkipona; 1 ? , I.iii.l994 (S.B. Zeya & S.I. Kazmi). Tamil Nadu, 
Kodaikanal, 1 $, 21.ii.1993 (S.B. Zeya & S.I. Kazmi). Karnataka, Brindawan Gardens, 1 
$, 7.iii.l993 (S.B. Zeya). Orissa, Puri, Sakigopal, 2 ?, 2 (5, 20.ii.l994 (S.B. Zeya); Puri, 
Balugaon, 1 ?, 21.11.1994 (S.B. Zeya). West Bengal, Chandaneswar, 3 ?, 24.x. 1983; 2 
$, 1.X.1983 (S.S. Islam); Santiniketan, 1 $, 15.ii.l984 (S.B. Zeya). 
10. Stenomesiiis singiiloris ( Shafee & Rizvi), comb. nov. 
(Figs. 22-23) 
Hcmipiarseniis singiilaris Shafee & Rizvi, 1988a: 12-13, $. Holotype $: India. 
Madhya Pradesh, Sagar, Bina (ZDAMU). 
Type specimen examined: Holotype $, with details as given under comments. 
Comments: The original description of this species was based 
upon a single female, the holotype. 
There is no specimen bearing this name in Shafee's collection. But I found two 
slides, bearing reference number '707'; one slide with one antenna and a fore wing and 
the second slide with rest of the body in a drop of balsam. This specimen agrees fairly 
well with the original description and figures given by Shafee & Rizvi (1988a), and is 
here regarded as the holotype of .singulam; and is labelled as such in Hayat's 
handwriting. 
li. singiilaris belongs to Stenomesiiis, and appears be different {xom jciponicus maijily 
in body colour. 
Hosts: Unknown. 
Distribution: India, Madhya Pradesh. 
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CHAPTER-2 
A PRELIMINARY CHECKLIST OF INDIAN EULOPHINAE 
Arrangement: The genera and, under each genus, the species are arranged in 
alphabetical order. For well-known species, instead of the original citations, the most 
recent citations are given. This is not a catalogue; therefore detailed citations to the 
genera and species, distribution records and host records are also not given. 
I. Genus AnsehtteHa Girault 
XAnselmella kerriclii ( Narayanan et al.) 
Eugeniana kenichi Narayanan, Subba Rao & Patel, 1957 : 202, ? , S- India, Punc. 
Anselmella kerrichi (Narayanan et al.): Boucek , 1988 : 603. 
II. Genus Anunumniola Narcndran 
lAiimuaiuiiola lasallei Narcndran 
Amimawvola lasallei Narendran, in Narcndran & Sinu, 2003 ; 1032-1033, $. India, 
Karnataka, Sringeri. 
III. Genus Arunus Singh «& Khan 
l.Anuuis iitdiciis Singh & Khan 
Anmus indicus Singh & Khan, 1997: 9-11, $. hidia, Pantnagar. 
IV. Genus Cirrospiliis Wcstwood 
l.CiirospUus ambiguHS Hansson & LaSallc 
Cirrospiliis ambiguus Hansson & LaSalle, 1996 : 194-195, $, S. Tanzania, Also S. 
Africa, India (Delhi, Aligarh, Gwalior, Chennai). 
l.CirrospiUis brevicorpus Shafee & Rizvi [See Chapter 1] 
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i.Cirrospiltis kanpurensis Shafee & Rizvi [See Chapter 1] 
4. Ciirospiliis ornatus (Mukerjee) 
Euphctrus ornatus Mukerjee, in Saraswat & Mukerjee, 1975: 60, S- India, 
Vanvihar. 
Ciirospiliis ornatus (Mukerjee): Wijesekara & Schauff, 1994: 34. 
5. Cirrospilus quadristriata (Subba Rao & Ramainani) 
Scotolinx quadristriatus Subba Rao & Ramamani, 1965: 412, $, c5'. India, New 
Delhi. 
Cirrospilus quadristriata (Subba Rao & Ramamani) : Batra & Sandhu, 1981 : 
170-176 
6. Cirrospilus variegatiis (Masi) 
Cirrospilus variegatus (Masi): Boucek, 1988: 616. 
V. Genus Diglyphus Walker 
1 .Diglyphus fiinicularis Khan 
Diglyphus funicularis Khan, 1985: 152, ?. India, Nainital, Jaolikot. 
l.Diglyphus guptai ( Subba Rao) 
Solenotus guptai Subba Rao, 1957: 50-51, $, (S. India, New Delhi. 
Diglyphus guptai {Suhha Rao): Boucek, 1988: 617. 
Z.Diglyplius Iwrticola Khan 
Diglyphus horticola Khan, 1985: 150 - 151, 9. India, Pantnagar. 
4. Diglyphus maiulibuUiris Khan 
Diglyphus imindibularis Khan, 1985: 151 - 152, 9. India, Nainital, Jeolikot. 
VI. Genus Elachertus Spinola 
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l.Eladtertus breviclavus Chishti «& Shafee [See chapter 1] 
l.Elacliertiis (Neoelacliertiis) nexiiis Narendran 
Elacherius (Neoelacherliis) nexius "Narendran, 2004 : 130-133, $. India, Kerala, 
Kannavaram l-'orest. 
2>.El(icliertns (Elachertus) siiiiii Narendran 
Elachertus (Elachertus) .ymw/Narendran, 2004 : 132-134, $. India, Nagarhole. 
VII. Genus Eiiloplwmorplia Dodd 
1 .Euloplwmurphajlaviconus Dodd 
Eulophomorpha jhtvicornis Dodd, in Girault: Boucek, 1988 : 630. Recorded from 
India, Coimbatore. 
VIII. Genus Euplectrophelinus Girault 
1 .Eiiplectroplielinus saiiUpierrei Girault 
Eupleclrophelinus sainlpierrei Girault: Boucek, 1988 : 637, Banglore and 
Patencheru record . 
IX. Genus Eiiplectrus Westwood < V ' -^  . 
7. Eiiplectrus biissyi Crayyford l(>\ 
Eiipleclrus bussyi Crawford, 1909: 279, $, S- India, Coimbatore. 
2. Eiiplectrus ceylonensis Howard 
Eiiplectrus ceylonensis Howard, in Howard & Ashmead, 1896: 641, $. Sri 
Lanka, Pundaluoya. 
2>.Euplectriis coimbatorensis Ferriere 
Eiiplectrus coimbalorensis Feniere, 1941: 33, ?. India, Coimbatore. 
4. Eiiplectrus euplexiae Rohwer 
Eiiplectrus euplexiae Rohwer, 1921 : 135, ? , S- India, Coimbatore. 
5. Eiiplectrus gopimolumi Mani 
Eupkclrus gopimohani Mani, 1941 : 33-34, ? , S- Bangladesh, Dacca, Bashbari 
6. Eiiplectrus hinuilayaensis Mani 
Euplectrus himalayaensis Mani, 1935 : 257, ? . India , Darjeeling. 
7. Eiiplectrus huliciis Ferriere 
Eiiplectrus indicus Ferriere, 1941 : 33, $. India, Dehra Dun. 
8. Eiiplectrus latifrons Shafee et al. [See Chapter 1] 
9. Euplectrus leucostomus Rohwcr 
Euplectrus leucostomus Rohwer, 1921 :139, S- India, Coimbatore. 
10. Euplectrus inateruus Bhatnagur 
Euplectrus maternus Bhatnagar,1952 ; 173, $, (5*. India, Kanpur. 
11. Euplectrus nuithuri Bhatnagar 
Euplectrus mathuri Bhatnagar, 1952 : 171, $, (5*. India, Dehra Dun 
12. Euplectrus narariae (Kurian), comb. nov. [See Chapter I] 
13. Euplectrus iiycteiuerae Crawford 
Euplectrus nyctemerae Crawford, 1914 : 463, $. India, Bangalore . 
14. Euplectrus parvutus Ferriere 
Euplectrusparvtilus Ferriere, iv.l941 : 33, $, S- India : Allahabad, Dehra Dun, 
Chichawatni; Pakistan; Myanmar. 
Euplectrusplecopterae Mani, vi.l941 ; 31-32, S- India, Allahabad, also Dehra Dun; 
Pakistan. 
15. Euplectrus petiolatus Ferriere 
Euplectruspetiolatus Ferriere, 1941: 34, $, (5^ . India, Dehra Dun . 
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16. Eiiplectrus spodopterae Bhatnagar 
Euplecu-us spodopierae Bhalnagar, 1952 : 169. ? . India, Travancore, Pokam . 
17, Eiiplectrus utetheisae Mani & Kurian 
Eupleclrus utelheisae Mani & Kurian, 1953 : 17- 19, $, 6- India, Bangalore 
X. Genus Eurycephaloplectnis Wijcsckara & SchauiT 
l.Eitrycephaloplectnis luiiadae (Kurian), comb. nov. [See Chapter 1] 
XI. Genus GupUiiella Khan & Sushil 
X.GiipUdella indica Khan & Sushil 
Giiptaidia indica Khan & Sushil, 1998: 2-4, 9. India, Pantnagar. 
XII. Genus HemipUirsenus Wcstwood 
{.Hi'iuiptarseniis indiciis Khan 
HemipUirsenus indiciis Khan, 1985 : 153 - 154, 9- India, Pantnagar. 
IJIeiiiiptarsenus varicornis ( Girauit) [See Chapter 1] 
XIII. Genus Maiiipurella Narcndran 
l.Maniptirella moringae Narcndran 
Manipurella moringae Narcndran, in Narcndran el al., 2003 : 24-26, $. India, 
Manipur, Trilbung. 
XIV. Genus Mo/ianiella Khan 
I.Mo/ianiella indica Khan 
Mohaniella indica Khan, 1995:4-6, ?. India, Mussoorie, Chakrauta. 
XV. Genus Necrenvins Thomson 
l./Vecremniis teticart/iros ( Nees ) 
Necremmis leiicarthros (Nees): Subba Rao. cl.al., 1967 : 370 - 379. 
XVI. Genus Notuiusonwrphella Girault 
LNotanisonwrphella Jlaviventris ( Girault) [See Chapter 1] 
XVII. Genus Platyplectnis Fcrricre 
l.Platyplectrus kuriani Wijcsckara 
Eiiplectromorpha natadcte Kurian, 1954 : 122 - 123, S- India, Tatipaka. 
[Preoccupied in Platypkclrus by nciladae Ferriere, 1941]. 
Plalypleclrus kuriani Wijesekara, in Wijesekara & Schauff, 1994: 34. Replacement 
name for natadae Kurian, not Ferriere. 
2.Platyplectnis viridiceps (Ferriere) 
Eupleclromorpha viridiceps Ferriere, 1940; 136, $. Indonesia, Java. Also India, 
Dehra Dun. 
Plaiypleciriis viridiceps (Ferriere): Wijesekara & Schauff, 1994 : 33. 
XVII1. Genus Sete/acher Boucck 
\.Setel(icher fascUitus Boucek 
Seielacher fascialiis Boucek, 1988: 651, ? . Australia. Also from Pusa, India. 
XIX. Genus Stenomesius West»vood 
IStenomesiiis anati Khan & Singh 
Stenomesius anati Khan & Singh, 1994: 11-15,$. India, Nainital, Jeolikot. 
ISteiwniesius japonicus (Ashmcad) [See Chapter 1 ] 
3.Stenomesius modicelliis Khan 
Sienomesius modiceUus Khan, 1994: 25 - 27, $. India, Tamil Nadu, Padappai. 
4. Stenomesius singiiians (Shafee & Rizvi) [See Chapter 1] 
XX, Genus Sympiesis Foerster 
ISynipiesis dolichogastet Ashmead 
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Sympiesis dolichoguster Ashmead: Husain & Khan, 1986: 212 . 
Asympiesidla iinlia Giraiilt, 1916: 341-342, ?. India, Bihar, Pusa. Synonymy by 
Boucek, 1988:621. 
LSynipiesis liyblaeae Surckha 
Sympiesis hyhlaeae Surekha, in Surekha el cil., 1996: 74, $ , S- India, Calicut. 
XXI. Genus Tricliospiliis Fcrricrc 
\.Trichospiliis dUitrueae Chcrian & Margabandhu 
Trichospiliis dialraecie Cherian & Margabandhu, 1942: 101, $. India, Coimbatore. 
Boucek (1976) for distribution and hosts. 
l.Trichospiliispupivora Ferriere 
rrichospihispupivora Ferriere, 1930: 358, $, S- India, Cochin. 
Boucek (1976) for distribution and hosts. 
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FIGURES 1-23 
I-'igs. 1-7. (1-3) Hemiptarsemis varicornis (Girault), female: 1, thorax; 2, antenna; 
3, part of fore wing. 
(4-5) Cirrospilus hrevicorpus (Shafee and Rizvi); female: 4, antenna; 
5, fore wing. 
(6-7) Cirrospilus kanpurensis (Shafee & Rizvi), female: 6, antenna; 
7, fore wing. 

Mgs. 8-14. (8-11) Elacheiiiis hrevicluvus Chishti & Shaice; tcniale: 8. antenna; 
9, head; 10, part of fore wing; 11, thorax and TI of gaster. 
(12-14) Euplectnis latifrom Shafee, Fatima, Khan & Shujauddin; 
female: 12, antenna; 13, part of fore wing; 14, distal veins of fore 
wing. 
] ] 
Figs. 15-23. (15-17) Notanisomorphdla flavivenlris (Girault); female: 15, 
antenna; 16, fore wing; 17, distal veins enlarged. 
(18-21) Stenomesius japonicus (Ashmead); female: 18, head; 
19, antenna; 20, part of fore wing; 21,distal veinsenlarged. 
(22-23) Slenomesiiis singiilaris (Shafee & Rizvi); female: 22, 
antenna; 23, part of fore wing. 

